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Introduction
One of the most noticeable features of recent studies of European integration has been the growth in the number of publications that have focused on the impact that membership of the European Union has had on its member states.  One element of this has been the emergence of a significant body of work that has been concerned with domestic patterns of adjustment, thereby helping to address an important gap in the literature (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 1999: 1; Börzel and Risse, 2000: 1).  In this sense, it is striking that the majority of the EU literature has tended to focus on developments at the European level rather than paying attention to developments at the domestic level and in particular the impact of European integration.  And those studies which have sought to examine the nature of a member state’s relationship with the EU have principally charted the negotiating stance taken by government in a historical perspective.  This is significantly different from offering an analytical review of the extent to which European integration has impacted on member states, for example on the activities of government.  This is a point of which Claudio Radaelli is perfectly aware: ‘Europe matters, but how?  The political systems of the European Union (EU) member states are penetrated by European policies, but what is the effect of this process?  Is Europeanization making the member states more similar?  Or do different domestic political structures “refract” Europeanization in different directions?  Has “Europe” changed domestic political structure (for example, party systems and public administration) and public policy?  If so, what are the mechanisms of change?’ (Radaelli, 2000: 1).  This article is concerned with the impact that membership of the European Union has had on member states by examining four books that seek to cast light on the nature of the relationship between the domestic and the EU level. 

Any book that seeks to investigate the way in which membership of the EU has impacted on member states should be tested against a number of criteria: first, a common framework for analysis; second, is the book written in a manner that provides a coherent account or is it structured in a way that is more reflective of a collection of individual essays; and third, does the book enhance our knowledge of the subject area.  In examining the various contributions that comprise these four books, this article is divided into five sections, the first of which looks at the changing character of EU membership.  Section two sets these changes within the context of the emergent literature on Europeanization.  The third section takes a closer look at the approach and focus deployed in each of the books, while section four examines the extent to which the material adds to our understanding of the relationship between the EU and its member states.  The final section notes the overall value of the four books.


The transformation of Europe
Recent years have witnessed a dramatic expansion in the number of publications that have sought to throw light on the working practices of the European Union.  The need for this information has been driven by the changing nature of the relationships between the EU institutions and the member states.  For Helen Wallace, this pattern of movement can be likened to that of a ‘pendulum’: ‘The policy pendulum swings between the national political arenas of the participating member states, on the one hand, and the transnational arena, with its European and global dimensions, on the other hand (Wallace, 2000: 41).  This view conveys a clear sense of dynamic that is characteristic of the changing nature of the EU policy-making arena, which for some observers is reflective of the fact that the EU is an ‘experimental’ process (Laffan et al, 2000).

One feature of these changes has been the manner in which the influence of the EU institutions has altered (Hix, 1999: 3).  This has, for instance, been evidenced by the accentuation of the European Parliament’s powers through the co-decision procedure and the changes that have been made to the pattern of EU decision-making so that in excess of 80 per cent of all EU legislation is now subject to this method. A second feature has been the growing involvement of sub-national government in the EU policy process.  Developments in member states, such as the British experience of devolution, have also prompted changes to the EU policy-making arena.  A final feature of this evolving environment has been an increase in the number of policies that are now dealt with by the EU.  This consequently has had a direct impact on the activities of member states as there are now few (if any) areas of domestic policy that are not affected by EU policy-making. The EU’s impact also extends beyond the present fifteen member states to other European nations, in particular those that are scheduled to become members in the near future (Lippert, et al, 2001). To take an example, ‘most national environment legislation in Europe is either driven directly by, or developed in close association with, EU legislation’ (Jordan, 2001: 645).

Clearly, there has been an expansion of the competence of the EU into many areas of domestic policy that were once considered to be purely the prerogative of national decision-makers, or which were the subject of discussion in bodies that were distinct from the EU.  For instance, whereas European defence questions were once the preserve of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the Western European Union (WEU), the December 1999 Helsinki European Council’s decision to create a European Military Staff as part of a common European security and defence policy (CESDP) ensured that defence-related matters are now subject to discussion within the EU and that military officers can be found at work in the Council building in Brussels. In a similar vein, whereas national interior ministries traditionally focused their energies on domestic matters, the justice and home affairs (JHA) provisions within the 1993 Treaty on European Union (TEU) ensured that this aspect of government is now firmly entrenched in EU proceedings.  

The evolving nature of the EU has not just been reflected in dynamic changes, such as the provisions of the TEU.  On the contrary, there has also occurred a process of change that has often been of a more gradual nature, though having an equal impact on the role of the EU institutions and on the domestic politics of member states.  A number of factors have influenced this state of affairs, including: first, the decision-making capacity of the European Court of Justice (ECJ) and the specific nature of EU law which ensures that it has supremacy over national legislation; second; the innovative means by which the European Commission has advanced policies so as to overcome national obstruction, as in the case of using the qualified majority voting procedures of the Single European Act to bypass Britain’s opposition to certain social policy legislation; and finally, the work of the European Commission to ensure that EU regulations and directives are fully implemented by member states.  Thus, ‘not only has the “breadth” of the EU steadily expanded, but the “reach” of EU legislation has also increased over time’ (Forster and Blair, 2002: 2).  In practical terms, this means that governments cannot simply turn away from events taking place in Brussels, and more importantly have to consider the EU dimension both in relation to the setting of negotiating objectives and also the domestic implementation of agreed outcomes.  In this sense, ‘the authoritative status of the EU and its reach create powerful incentives on the part of each government to ensure that its component parts act coherently in presenting national positions’ (Kassim et al, 2000: 4).

The very fact that there has emerged an interconnectedness of the national and the European policy arena has led some commentators to focus on a so-called ‘fusion thesis’ (Wessels and Rometsch, 1996; Wessels, 1997).  Thus, ‘it is clear that as a minimum ministers and civil servants, and increasingly the law courts, cannot ignore the Brussels dimension in preparing national legislative programmes, and that to implement policy objectives a Brussels dimension needs to be consciously built into policy’ (Forster and Blair, 2002: 2).  These points have important implications for the role, type and training of national officials who are increasingly exposed to the EU policy arena (Maor, 2000).  At the same time, the complexity of EU policy-making often places ministers in a dependent relationship on officials.  A former head of the British European Secretariat (which is responsible for co-ordinating much of the government’s EU policy) has argued that EU membership ‘leads to a type of official who has as much experience and understanding of other government departments as they have of their “own” department, and one who is in just as regular contact with opposite numbers in other member states as they are with other domestically-based colleagues’ (Bender, 1996: 6).

These developments have obvious implications for member state governments that have been faced with challenges to their own national sovereignty as policy can no longer be solely determined by their own national political system (Laffan et al, 2000: 84-7).  Consequently it is not surprising that a prominent feature of recent literature has been the assessment that member states have witnessed erosion in their ability to take decisions at a domestic level through their own individual institutions and methods of policy-making (Richardson, 2001: 4).  In essence, the ability of national decision-makers to manoeuvre freely has lessened as a result of the constraints imposed by EU membership.

A direct outcome of these changes is that they have necessitated a reassessment of traditional patterns of policy-making.  This has been particularly apparent within member states.  Here, the expansion in the number of government ministries that are now involved in EU policy has led to the creation of new lines of communication within the EU arena.  Thus, whereas the initial focus of the Community centred on the workings of such ministries as agriculture, trade and foreign affairs, the EU’s remit now requires the involvement of other ministries, ranging from culture to defence and interior affairs. As one observer has noted, these developments have had the effect of ‘internationalizing parts of the member governments that had previously been domestically focused’ (Wallace, 2001: 590).  This is a point that Ben Tonra is equally highlights (Tonra in Manners and Whitman, 2000: 229).  For some ministries the EU has acted as a life belt by giving them an opportunity to maintain an influence that has gone beyond that merited by their relative status and strength.  This has been particularly true for agriculture.  For many others, involvement in EU policy has taken a substantial element of their efforts through the need to prepare national positions and implement EU legislation, one of the most notable examples being trade matters.





In examining the impact that the EU has had on member states, an increasingly fashionable approach has been to refer to these changes through the lens of ‘Europeanization’.  But while Ladrech has defined Europeanization as ‘an incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the organizational logic of national politics and policy-making’ (Ladrech, 1994: 70), many other definitions do exist.  Lawton, for instance, considers Europeanization to be the de jure transfer of sovereignty to the EU level (Lawton, 1999: 92), Börzel notes that it is a ‘process by which domestic policy become increasingly subject to European policy-making’ (Börzel, 1999: 574), Bulmer and Burch use the term to ‘characterise the impact of the European integration process upon the national level and specifically upon the domestic institutions of government’ (Bulmer and Burch, 2001: 75; Bulmer and Burch, 2000), while Tonra defines it as ‘a transformation in the way in which national foreign policies are constructed, in the ways in which professional roles are defined and pursued and in the consequent internalisation of norms and expectations arising from a complex system of collective European policy making’ (Tonra in Manners and Whitman, 2000: 229).  And while many other authors have equally sought to provide their own definition of Europeanization (Radaelli, 2000: 3-4; Checkel, 2001: 180), a common denominator remains the notion of adaptation in a policy environment that has undergone an element of change.

Students of Europeanization therefore pay attention to the impact that EU membership has had on member states, including individual aspects of that relationship.  This approach, which rests on examining ‘top-down’ processes, is thus distinct from other work on EU integration that has adopted a ‘bottom-up’ approach by examining the nature of the policy outcome (Börzel and Risse, 2000: 1).  The utility of the Europeanization method has accordingly been demonstrated by the proliferation of studies that have adopted and adapted its approach to characterise specific points.  This includes institutional adaptation in member states (Börzel, 1999; Bulmer and Burch 2000 & 2001; Cole and Drake, 2000); developments in particular policy areas (Dyson, 2000; Levi-Faur, 2002); and changes to national political parties, including the adoption of a more positive approach to EU membership (Daniels, 1998).  However, as one observer has pointed out, this does not mean that Europeanization has had a significant impact on national party systems (Mair, 2000).

The very fact that Europeanization is a loose term with numerous definitions has resulted in some observers questioning its usefulness.  This, in conjunction with the fact that students of Europeanization view the relationship between the domestic and the EU level through a top-down focus, has pushed some scholars to make use of broader methods for analysing both the manner by which integration at the EU level has impacted on member states and at the same time to focus on the extent to which the organisational mechanics of member state policy have an impact on the EU level.  As Hussein Kassim has reflected: ‘not only has this concept [Europeanization] been used in such a variety of ways and to describe such different things that it no longer has a precise meaning, but as a problematic it construes the relationship between the European Union and the member states in terms of a one-way, top-down relationship’ (Kassim in Kassim et al, 2000: 235).





A significant amount of the material that has been written on the nature of the relationship between member states and the EU has often attached greater attention to the role of the larger member states than that of the smaller member states.  But while it is true that France, Germany and Britain play a significant role within the EU, it is nonetheless the case that the smaller member states are of crucial importance.  Indeed, it is worth remembering that the smaller member states outnumber the larger ones and that future EU enlargement will increase the number of small member states, a factor that was prominent in the minds of negotiators at the December 2000 Nice European Council.  Many of the smaller member states have played a crucial role at key junctures of the EU’s development: Luxembourg chaired the Single European Act negotiations and with the Netherlands chaired the Treaty on European Union talks.  Similarly, while the negotiations that culminated in the Treaty of Amsterdam commenced in Turin in March 1996, Ireland and the Netherlands chaired the majority of the discussions. 

Ben Tonra’s study of the Europeanization of national foreign policy in Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands is therefore a welcome addition to the literature on small states and European foreign policy.  As a product of his doctoral research, the book is divided into twelve chapters, though it strangely does not include an index.  The key question that Tonra seeks to answer is ‘whether the development of foreign and security policy cooperation within the European Union (EU) has constrained or empowered Danish, Dutch and Irish foreign policy’ (p.vi).  In answering this question, Tonra comes to the conclusion in chapter one that none of the traditional paradigms of international relations (notably liberalism and realism) are able to give sufficient weight to the domestic factors that underpin national foreign policy formulation and which have had a significant impact upon attempts to construct common European foreign policy positions - a conclusion that some observers may question.  As far as the conceptual framework is concerned, Tonra adopts Christopher Hill’s ‘capability-expectation gap’ (Hill, 1993) and applies this in chapters three to five to an examination of the general development of foreign policy in the three countries with which he is concerned.  He then proceeds in the next two chapters to ‘highlight areas of foreign policy similarity and dissimilarity’ (p.127) and to highlight the contribution that the three member states have made to the European foreign and security policy’s capacity in terms of its ability to agree, its ability to act and the dedication of resources to its goals (p.140).  Having provided this information, Tonra examines the role played by CFSP (and its forerunner European Political Co-operation) by focusing on three case studies: first, the Middle East from 1970 to 1995; second, South Africa from 1976 to 1995; and finally, the former Yugoslavia from 1990 to 1996.  Based on these case studies, Tonra concludes that member states view the CFSP as a means of enhancing their ability to influence the international environment.

In contrast to this focus on a specific number of member states, the other three books attempt to provide a more comprehensive study.  This is certainly true of Manners and Whitman’s edited volume on The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States which, as its title suggests, provides analysis of all member states.  Building on existing work in the field of European foreign policy (Wallace and Paterson, 1978; Hill, 1996; Sjursen and Peterson, 1998), Manners and Whitman argue that it is ‘time to adopt a distinctive approach to the foreign policies of European Union (EU) member states’ (p.243).  This conclusion is based on a study that makes use of a common framework for analysis, consisting of a series of six questions that are divided into three sections that aim to portray three different forces that shape the foreign policies of EU member states (pp.6-13).  The first section focuses on foreign policy change, with specific focus on the manner by which member states have ‘adapted through membership’ before proceeding to an examination of the ‘socialisation of foreign policy makers’.  Section two examines the foreign policy processes, including the ‘domestic factors in the policy process’ and ‘bureaucratic politics in the policy process’.  The final section looks at foreign policy action, giving particular attention to the whether this action should be with or without the EU.  Action which takes place ‘with the EU’ is set within the context of either being a ‘constriction or an opportunity’, while action taking place ‘without the EU’ focuses on ‘special relations and special interests’.  But while such a common framework is of great benefit in aiding comparative analysis, it is noticeable that the chapter on Italy fails to follow the same approach that is used throughout the book.  





The central theme of these four books is an attempt to understand the changing nature of the European Union (EU) by focusing on the activities of government, of which the two edited collections of Kassim et al specifically do not regard Europeanization to be a suitable means of structuring the project.  Their focus is, instead, on the concept of co-ordination as it enables ‘exploration of the administrative and institutional impact of European integration on the member states, and of how the way in which member states organize their inputs into EU policies affects the functioning and capacities of the Union as a multi-level political system. … Furthermore, co-ordination is preferred to Europeanization, because by narrowing the focus to this one aspect of the relationship between the Union and the member states it offers the possibility of producing a detailed examination rather than a necessarily superficial overview of the impact of the EU on all political activity’ (Kassim in Kassim et al, 2000: 235-6).

Four key findings emerge from the examination of the methods of co-ordination at the domestic level, thereby adding to a small (but growing) body of literature that has concentrated on the mechanisms of domestic policy co-ordination (Blair, 1998; Bulmer and Burch, 1998; Peters and Wright, 2001).  The first of these findings is, nonetheless, somewhat obvious: ‘European integration exerts a powerful need for co-ordination on the part of governments and that EU policy-making has become an important locus of domestic co-ordination for governments’.  Second, ‘national responses to the demands of EU membership have led to a redefinition of the functions traditionally performed by some actors and a recasting or recalibration of interinstitutional relationships’.  Third, ‘there are important similarities between the way in which the member states co-ordinate their European policies.  Prime ministers play an increasingly central role in EU matters…foreign ministers retain an important role, though in all member states they are in a position of decline’.  Finally, diversity continues to exist as ‘institutional convergence is limited in scope and extent’ (Kassim in Kassim et al, 2000: 236).

The overall picture is therefore ‘mixed’, both pointing to similarities and differences in all of the countries studied:  ‘the argument presented here on the basis of the countries studied is more complex; that two imperatives are at work - pressure towards convergence and system-specific adaptation - that neither necessarily predominates, and that the outcome in terms of the organization of co-ordination is partial similarity with significant diversity’ (Kassim in Kassim et al, 2000: 236).  Similarities include the increased prominence attached to heads of state and government, a relative decline in the influence of the foreign ministry and the limited ability of national parliaments to scrutinise EU policy.  The latter is clearly an important point and one which has not received the attention it deserves, with the exception of a limited number of studies (Norton, 1996; Katz and Wessels, 1999).  Of the differences that exist, a notable point concerns distinctions in the pattern of the domestic co-ordination of European policy, varying from the foreign ministry playing a leading role (Denmark, Portugal and Spain) to centralised independent methods such as the UK Cabinet Office.

A key aspect of the success of these methods of co-ordination is the extent to which they are effective in defending the national interest.  To this end, highly centralised systems such as the UK do not always provide negotiators with the flexibility that is necessary to ‘take account of fast-moving negotiations in Brussels or the appearance of problems late in the day’ (Kassim in Kassim et al, 2000: 255).  With this in mind, Derlien makes the point that a more flexible system of co-ordination, as in Germany, might be more effective than the highly centralised systems enjoyed by Britain and France, likening this comparison to between that of a fire brigade approach (Germany) and a police patrol (Britain and France): ‘The fire brigade approach might be less spectacular but its reactive style and management by exception may be well suited to the kind of incremental decision making in a multi-level game’ (Derlien in Kassim et al, 2000: 75).  It is thus apparent that national success in EU negotiations is greatly dependent on both the methods of policy co-ordination at the domestic level and the structures that exist for advancing negotiating priorities at the European level.

The companion volume to the domestic level therefore focuses on the European picture, paying particular attention to the role of national permanent representations (Blair, 2001; Hayes-Renshaw et al, 1989; Hayes-Renshaw and Wallace, 1997).  To help explain the manner by which EU negotiating outcomes are arrived at, one approach has been to view the process as that of a ‘two-level game’, whereby domestic preferences are advanced at the EU level (Putnam, 1988; Moravscik, 1993).  As Putnam argues: ‘At the national level, domestic groups pursue their interests by pressuring the government to adopt favourable policies, and politicians seek power by constructing coalitions among those groups.  At the international level, national governments seek to maximise their own ability to satisfy domestic pressures, while minimising the adverse consequences of foreign developments (Putnam, 1988: 434).  This view is, however, strongly contested by the evidence of the country studies, as staff in permanent representations are not just there to carry out instructions from their national capitals, but instead to play a full part in discussing policy and tactics (Bender, 1991: 18).  In this sense, permanent representations ‘not only sensitize EU institutions to national concerns, but relay European-level considerations to domestic policy-makers and participate in the shaping of national preferences’ (Kassim and Peters in Kassim et al, 2001: 337).

A focus on how member states have adapted to the requirements of EU membership is equally to be found in Manners and Whitman’s The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States.  But whereas the edited volumes by Kassim et al refute the Europeanization thesis, this is an approach that is used in the Manners and Whitman volume as part of an overall attempt to present a picture of adaptation.  In doing so, the The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States covers similar ground to the two volumes on The National Co-ordination of EU Policy, including focus on the input of domestic factors in the politics process and bureaucratic adaptation.  A common point that these books make is the growing involvement of domestic ministries in EU policy which has had a noticeable impact on the role of foreign ministries: ‘most member states are now witnessing the expansion of the external relations of “domestic ministries” as they increasingly “conduct their own foreign policies’ with other Member States’ “domestic ministries” through the EU’s technical councils, the Commission and the ECB. … The dynamic at work here is that as the activity and autonomy of these other ministries increases so “the influence of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs decreases in proportion”’ (p.260).

In making this and other points, Manners and Whitman argue that their ‘study attempted to formulate and utilise an approach to the foreign policies of EU Member States which was both distinctive and appropriate’ (p.269).  One of the conclusions that Manners and Whitman reach is that ‘the analysis of Member States’ foreign policies is separable, but not separate from the EU context’ (p.269).  This is a similar point to that made by Tonra, whose central conclusion is that the relationship between national foreign policies and EPC has been and continues to be a reciprocal one.  In his focus on the Europeanization of national foreign policy, Tonra argues that this does not necessitate member states shifting their loyalties towards Europe.  Instead, he considers that what is at work here is a reappraisal of national interests in a new European context.  The key point that therefore springs from these four books is one of member states having to adapt to the requirements of the changing EU environment, but that this process of adaptation has produced mixed outcomes resulting in both convergence and at the same time divergence of national preferences.

Conclusion
The material that is presented in these four books provides a fascinating account of how the EU has evolved in recent years and the impact that these changes have had on member states.  All of the four books will significantly enhance reading lists for students of European integration, particularly at final year undergraduate and postgraduate level.  The edited volumes by Hussein Kassim et al will no doubt have a crossover appeal to students of public administration, while practitioners will find something of value in each of the texts.  Somewhat inevitably, the future enlargement of the EU will provide more fertile ground for research and a 2nd edition of The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States and the two volumes on The National Co-ordination of EU Policy will likely have to address the impact that the new members have.  Similarly, the increased power granted to the European Parliament raises questions as to what extent permanent representations have adjusted their lobbying tactics.

Each of the books score well against the benchmark criteria that were set out at the beginning of this article.   A key strength of the edited collection by Manners and Whitman is the application of a common analytical framework (with the exception of the chapter on Italy).  Of the thirteen chapters which comprise this book, the conclusion succinctly draws together the main findings and argumentative approach of the work in a manner that will greatly assist seminar debates.  And while the work may benefit from the inclusion of boxes and diagrams that are such a common feature of textbooks, many other commentators may consider that such features would hinder the argumentative flow of the work.

The two edited volumes on The National Co-ordination of EU Policy are unlikely to challenge The Foreign Policies of European Union Member States in the textbook market, not least because of the significant price differentiation.  The strength of the volumes is, however, that they provide a clear picture of the means by which member states co-ordinate their negotiating policies at the domestic level and the implications that such structures have for the defence of the national interest at the EU level.  As I have already stressed, the findings of these two volumes would be all the better if an examination was made of all member states.  Yet there are of course a number of books that follow a similar strategy of not providing a comprehensive coverage, and if there is a benefit, it is that this approach does permit greater scope for a more detailed examination of individual case studies.  If anything, EU enlargement will further accentuate this question as to whether it is possible or desirable to provide a comprehensive account of all member states.  But, as Ben Tonra’s study illustrates, small states are an important area of study, and as he emphasises, their foreign policy priorities have a greater effectiveness when they are advanced through EU foreign and security policy than they would be as independent actors.  Moreover, the EU foreign and security policy does ensure that they are able to exercise an influence over the policies of larger states.

A significant strength of the material in each of the books is that for the most part they make use of the most up-to-date research, a point that is particularly true for the work of Tonra (being based on primary source materials obtained during his doctoral research) and the two edited volumes by Hussein Kassim et al.  The edited volume by Manners and Whitman is set within a strong research context, although it is nonetheless geared towards the requirements of the textbook market.  The dual nature of this book means that the editors have attempted to produce a text that is both accessible to the student body and at the same time rigorous in its academic approach.  The editors no doubt had in their mind the way in which textbooks have been given little weight in successive Research Assessment Exercises and thus this ‘research-led textbook’ does not include the box diagrams and tables that are of great use to the student body.  With this in mind, the outcome of the RAE and a stronger emphasis on learning and teaching might ensure that such pedagogic features will receive greater attention in future publications.  But then again….
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